A comparison of the geographical distribution patterns of 647 species of Chrysomelidae in Central Europe revealed 13 types of distribution: (1) widely distributed, (2) southern, (3) southeastern, (4) southwestern, (5) northern, (6) eastern, (7) south east quarter, (8) south west quarter, (9) fragmented, (10) montane, (11) subalpine & alpine, (12) scattered, (13) unusual, and irregular patterns produced by insufficient data. Some of these distributions are trivial (e. g. northern, eastern, etc., alpine) but others are surprising. Some cannot be explained, e. g. the remarkable gaps in the distribution of Chrysolina limbata (Fabricius, 1775) and in Aphthona nonstriata (Goeze, 1777). Although our 63.000 records are necessarily tentative, we found that the distribution maps from these data reflect in many cases the common knowledge on the occurrence of leaf beetles in specific areas.
Introduction
Distribution data of organisms are necessary for basic research, as they provide insights into their potential ecological interactions and the colonisation of a given area. Moreover, comparing distribution patterns, morphological and/or physiological traits can inspire hypotheses on how ecological adaptations and phylogenetic constraints become possible. Such data are also a prerequisite for sound decisions in nature conservation and an integral contribution to applied sciences.
In the autumn of 1987, a group of 18 amateur and professional coleopterists working on leaf beetles decided to co-operate in continuing the faunistics project of Adolf Horion (12.07.1888 Horion (12.07. -28.05.1977 . He had published a series of 12 volumes on the geographic distribution of beetles in Central Europe between 1941 and 1974 but could not complete his project of treating all coleopteran families. As they considered it necessary to compile the available data on the zoogeography of Chrysomelidae, the 18 enthusiasts formed a working group on leaf beetle faunistics (CHRYFAUN) (those whose names and last names are given in Italics left the group in the meantime): Ulf Arnold (Schöneiche, Germany), Wolfgang Bäse (Rheindorf, Germany), Ron Beenen (Nieuwegein, The Netherlands), Bozidar Drovenik (Ljubljana, Slovenia), Manfred Döberl (Abensberg, Germany), Dieter Erber (24.02.1933 -28.02.2004 , Frank Fritzlar (Jena, Germany), Elisabeth Geiser (Salzburg, Austria), Uwe Heinig (Berlin, Germany), Horst Kippenberg (Herzogenaurach, Germany), Michael Langer (Niederwiesa, Germany), Winrich Mertens (Freiburg im Breisgau, Germany), "Theo" Michael Schmitt (now in Greifswald, Germany), Matthias Schöller (Berlin, Germany), Dieter Siede (now in Retterath, Germany), Walter Steinhausen (München, Germany), and Andrzej Warchałowski (Wroclaw, Poland) .
We built a database with entries either based on voucher specimens or on reliable literature data. 'Reliable' was defined as records with geographic coordinates down to one minute. There is hardly a consensus among zoogeographers how to circumscribe "Central Europe" in scientific terms. Horion (1951, p. III) defined Central Europe "sensu stricto" as comprising Germany, Austria and Czechoslovakia. Political borders are definitively irrelevant for the target organisms but indeed they are relevant for human researchers. In addition, decisions in nature conservation regularly require an evaluation of the rareness and the ecological importance of certain species in a given political area. How rare or special a species in a target area is can only be asserted if distribution data are available for the area of concern and for a wider geographic frame. Thus, we apply a broader concept of Central Europe and focus on a rectangular area comprising 12 countries: Belgium, The Netherlands, Luxembourg, Switzerland, Liechtenstein, Germany, Poland, Austria, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, and Slovenia. This rectangle lies between 2° and 25°E and 45° and 55°N.
There are numerous ways to visualise geographic distributions, partly due to the fact that there are several possibilities to project the earth surface on a plane map (see, e.g. Snyder 1987 ). Horion (1965) marked 10° × 10° grid cells with pencil crosses for selected species. Beenen and Winkelman (2002) use a Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) grid for the Netherlands and plot open and solid circles to indicate records from before and after 1950. In another publication, Beenen et al. (2005) use spots of different diameter for the same purpose. In 1998, Beenen had reported on five different patterns of distribution of Galerucinae in The Netherlands (a: evenly dispersed, b: restricted to sandy soil and limestone, c: restricted to sandy areas with Pleistocene soil and to limestone areas, d: restricted to marshes, e: near the borders of The Netherlands) and presented also maps with an UTM grid. The UTM grid was also used by Silfverberg (1987) in his in-vestigation on the distribution of Chrysomelidae in Finland. Warchałowski (1985) gives the geographical distribution by homogeneous blackening of certain areas of the maps. Gruev and Tomov (2007) plotted individual records on 10 km UTM grid cells for Bulgaria. Besides these maps, also tables of different spatial resolution were used to publish information on geographic distribution of beetles, e. g. by Gruev and Döberl (2005) for the flea beetles (Alticinae) of the Palaearctic subregion, within which they differentiated 13 areas; Köhler and Klausnitzer (1998) for the beetles of Germany in 18 areas; or by Lundberg and Gustafsson (1995) for the beetles of Sweden subdivided in 30 provinces.
We decided to present our results finally as grid maps with fields of size 30' east to west and 20' north to south. This provides the opportunity to include records of which we do not have precise geographic data but know definitely to which grid cell they belong. Our rectangle contains 1380 cells in total, 1291 include land, at least partly, and 1126 grid cells lie at least partly over a focus country. The grid cells differ somewhat in size. Their N-S extension is 37.12 km, but the length of their E-W axis and consequently their surface area varies, e.g. between 31.80 km (= 1180.42 km²) at 55°N, 35.77 km (= 1327.78 km²) at 50°N, or 39.21 km (= 1456.59 km²) at 45°N.
The members of the working group chose the larger grid cell size as compared to that used in Great Britain (10 × 10 km, Cox 1992) because it allows for the inclusion of more records which could not be georeferenced but only assigned to a grid cell. An approach similar to ours is followed by the Bruchidae/Chrysomelidae Recording Scheme in Great Britain (Cox 1992 (Cox , 2007 . However, their grid cells are 10 km-squares, which means that the spatial resolution is approximately twelve times higher than ours. On the other hand, the area we treat is about five times larger than the UK. This might in part compensate for the coarse resolution in CHRYFAUN.
There are 787 species of Chrysomelidae (s. l., i. e. including 66 bruchids) in checklists, but we have data for only 647 species in 63,136 records for 737 grid cells (57 % of 1291, or 65 % of 1126). Here, we present a progress report on the project "faunistics of Central European seed and leaf beetles". We hope to show that already at the present state some scientifically interesting results have been attained.
Material and methods
Records were taken into the CHRYFAUN database from (1) the notes of Adolf Horion, forwarded by Dieter Siede, (2) the collections of Zoologisches Forschungsmuseum Alexander Koenig -ZFMK, Bonn (Germany) and Zoologisches Institut und Museum of Ernst-Moritz-Arndt-Universität -EMAU, Greifswald (Germany), and (3) the private collections of Ron Beenen, Manfred Döberl, Uwe Heinig, Horst Kippenberg, "Theo" Michael Schmitt, Matthias Schoeller, Dieter Siede (see above for locations), and Klaus Renner (Bielefeld, Germany). Literature data were taken from the reports published in Fragmenta faunistica 1932 -1998 Gürlich (1992) , Gürlich et al. (1995), and Vig (1996) . Since our data will be accessible through GBIF-D in the near future, we do not list the above sources in detail. They can be seen on each individual entry of a record in the database.
"Record" means a single collection act for a species, as documented on the label(s) on the pin(s) of the voucher specimen(s), or the equivalent information in a publication. We used only such data which allowed for relating a record to a certain grid cell, and which offered a time specification of "before 1900", "between 1899 and 1950", and "after 1949", or more exact. If there were several specimens on a single pin or a series of several specimens with exactly the same label data, we opened only one "record" and entered the number of specimens in a "remarks" field. The geographical coordinates of the localities were entered exact to the minute when possible. Where we could only assign a locality to a certain grid cell of 20' × 30', we used the centre of the grid cell as a dummy in generating distribution maps. In such a record, the assignment of coordinates to the locality was labelled "artificial" in the database.
Our database CHRYFAUN was developed by the first author and was housed at ZFMK until 2009. Since then, the master database is ministered by the first author at EMAU, copies are distributed among the members of the working group. The database software CHRYFAUN is programmed by Hicosoft (Joachim Hilgers, Düsseldorf, Germany) on a MS Visual FoxPro® platform. Distribution maps are produced using DMAP® (by Alan Morton, Penrhynoch, Aberystwyth, Ceredigion, UK).
In the maps produced, grid cells in light yellow indicate those for which we have data. Consequently, we can only speculate on blank areas. As even most common species are not necessarily reported for all covered grid cells, we plot the distribution of the species of interest using red diamonds against the sampled records of all species of the same genus (or a genus with similarly looking species, in case of monotypic genera). The rationale behind this procedure is that collectors would hardly look for a single species and discard specimens of the remaining species of the same genus. Also, we hope to avoid confusing occurrence gaps with report gaps.
Maps were generated for all of the 647 species under study. Of these, 115 were discarded because they were based on less than 10 records. The other maps were compared by eye according to superficial similarity. The maps could be grouped to certain easily circumscribable types, and there were only few intermediates. Afterwards, the types were described as detailed and objective as possible. For this purpose, also the frequency maps of all species were considered. This allowed us to assign each species unequivocally to one of the distribution types.
Results

Frequency of records
The 63,136 records for the 647 target species are not distributed equally over the 737 grid cells of which we have data at all. Fig. 1 shows the frequencies of records plotted on the grid cells. Only for 77 grid cells we have more than 200 records, and only 30 grid cells would allow -cautious -statements for more than 400 species. When scaled differently, it turns out that for 254 grid cells less than 11 records are in our database.
The highest number of records lie in areas (brown squares) where either amateur coleopterists clubs (Rhineland, Baden-Württemberg) or individual collectors (e.g., The Netherlands: Utrecht, Germany: Berlin) are very active, or at touristically and faunistically attractive sites, e. g. Lake Neusiedl in Austria and Hungary.
Species for which we have less than 10 records in the database (114) were only included in the calculations if the records coincide with the zoogeographic information given by Mohr (1966) , Koch (1992) , or Köhler and Klausnitzer (1998) . (See Fig. 1 ) 
Widely distributed: Oulema melanopus (Linnaeus, 1758)
Ninety seven (97) species in our database are reported from all German federal states (Saarland as the smallest state -2568.7 km² -only facultatively) and additionally from at least four other Central European countries.
Not surprisingly, as an example of a "common" species we present the distribution data of the Cereal Leaf Beetle, Oulema melanopus (Linnaeus, 1758), a major crop pest in Central Europe. This species is reported of 209 grid cells, all species of the genus from 315. Records are lacking especially for the Czech Republic and for Slovakia. Very frequently taxonomists did (and still do) not discriminate O. melanopus from O. duftschmidi (Redtenbacher, 1874) . Therefore, we plot additionally the records reported under this latter name on the map.
We present this map in spite of the difficult species identification because there is no other species in the database represented by more records. Thus, these records give the clearest picture of a "widespread" species that is deemed to be "common everywhere" in the literature and illustrates the importance of accurate identifications. (See Fig. 2) 
Southern distribution: Altica helianthemi (Allard, 1859)
The distribution of 103 species has a northern border between 50°N and 53°N approximately parallel to the latitude. As an example we present the map of the flea beetle Altica helianthemi (Allard, 1859) . This species is reported from 34 grid cells, all species of the genus from 255.
Thirty seven (37) of our 50 records have been either originally identified or later verified by experts on Central European flea beetles (Manfred Döberl, Uwe Heinig, KarlHeinz Mohr, Dieter Siede). Therefore, we chose this species as an example although it belongs to a group of species in the genus Altica which are extraordinarily difficult to discriminate. The records of Altica helianthemi fit best to our definition of a "southern" distribution. Most other species have single records lying outside the "southern" domain so that only the overwhelming majority of records show a "southern" pattern. (See Fig. 3) 
South-Eastern distribution: Chrysochus asclepiadeus (Pallas, 1773)
Fifty two (52) species had their northern boundary between 51°N and 55°N, stretching from South-West to North-East. As an example we present the map of Chrysochus asclepiadeus (Pallas, 1776) . This species is reported from 41 grid cells. Since this is the only species of its genus, we plot the records against those of the genus Chrysolina (assuming that collectors of Chrysolina-species most probably will in the field also take Chrysochus asclepiadeus, due to the similar appearance), species of the genus Chrysolina are reported from 483 grid cells. (See Fig. 4 ) 
South-Western Distribution: Timarcha tenebricosa (Fabricius, 1775)
Twelve species are found only in the south-western part of the study area. Their range extended north between 50° and 54°, while the boundary stretches from North-West to South-East. Timarcha tenebricosa is presented as a representative of this type. This species is reported from 46 grid cells, all species of the genus from 141. Timarchatenebricosa-individuals are the largest leaf beetles in our area. Therefore, we expect that it has not been overlooked so that the pattern of our map shows the real north-eastern boundary of distribution. (See Fig. 5) Northern Distribution: Galerucella grisescens (Joannis, 1865)
Eight of the listed species are distributed north of 49°N or the abundance of which decreases remarkably between 53°N and 49°N. An example of these species is Galerucella grisescens (Joannis, 1865) . This species is reported from 38 grid cells, all species of the genus from 245. All 68 records of Galerucella grisescens lay north of 49°N, all but one even north of 50°. In the other "northern" species, a certain proportion of records comes from south of 49°N, e.g. 13 of 186 in Mantura chrysanthemi (Koch, 1803) , or 20 of 103 in Phyllotreta armoraciae (Koch, 1803 ) (most of these southern records lay north of 48° anyway). (See Fig. 6) 
Eastern Distribution: Aphthona nigriscutis Foudras, 1860
Of the 647 species analysed, 16 had a western distribution boundary between 10°E and 14°E. As an example we present the distribution map of Aphthona nigriscutis Foudras, 1860 . This species is reported from 16 grid cells, all species of the genus from 308. Of the 22 records for this species, 6 lay west of 12°E, and of these, 4 are in grid cell 4256 which covers the Vinschgau in South Tyrol. (See Fig. 7) Southeast-quarter Distribution: Crioceris quinquepunctata (Scopoli, 1763) 52 species occurred only in areas south of 51°N and east of 10°E. The Five-spotted Asparagus Beetle Crioceris quinquepunctata (Scopoli, 1763) is given as an example of this type. This species is reported from 20 grid cells, all species of the genus from 175. As the westernmost record represents a single specimen from an Asparagus-plantation in Lower Franconia near Würzburg, the natural western boundary of this species lies supposedly more eastern. (See Fig. 8 ) 
Southwest-quarter Distribution: Bruchidius varius (Olivier, 1795)
Only five species were reported exclusively from areas south of 51°N and west of 10°E. One of them is the seed beetle Bruchidius varius (Olivier, 1795) which is given as the example in Fig. 9 , it is reported from 16 grid cells, all species of the genus from 70. Possibly this species is not confined to the southwestern area, as indicated by the single record from northern Hungary. (See Fig. 9) Fragmented Distribution: Aphthona nonstriata (Goeze, 1777)
Of the studied species, 37 showed a surprising distribution pattern. These species are reported from all over Central Europe, but have a remarkable gap, in most cases in Central Germany, Southeast Germany and/or the Alpine region. These gaps cannot plausibly be explained by selective collecting, as congeneric species are reported from these gaps. An example of such a pattern is Aphthona nonstriata (Goeze, 1777). This species is reported from 91 grid cells, all species of the genus from 308. The distribution gap in Central Germany is obvious, but also other areas from which congeneric species are reported but not A. nonstriata can be recognised, e. g. in South Germany, in Austria and in Hungary. The example of Aphthona nonstriata is especially striking because the gaps cover areas which have been extensively studied by numerous flea beetle specialists. (See Fig. 10 Distributions restricted to alpine areas, i. e. regions comprising peaks of more than 1500 m a. s. l., were characteristic of 28 species. The example chosen here is Lilioceris tibialis (Villa, 1838) . This species is reported from 24 grid cells, all species of this genus from 218. Seemingly, the frequencies of Lilioceris-spp. decrease towards North, but when generating a frequency map of the 619 records, it turns out that there are grid cells with more than 20 records in the surroundings of Berlin, and even from the eastern part of the island of Rügen there are five findings. (See Fig. 12 ) 
Scattered Distribution: Chaetocnema aerosa (Letzner, 1846)
As "scattered" we define a pattern of few (less than 25) records which are seemingly distributed at random over the map. This is the case in 53 species, Chaetocnema aerosa (Letzner, 1846), the example chosen to represent this "pattern". This species is reported from 17 grid cells, all species of this genus from 226. This distribution pattern is possibly characteristic for a "rare" species, i. e. one with very low abundances. (See Fig. 13) 
Unusual Distribution: Chrysolina limbata (Fabricius, 1775)
Fifty (50) species show a distribution with a marked pattern, which can, however, not plausibly be explained by referring to known patterns. In Chrysolina limbata (Fabricius, 1775) , some of the marked grid cells are situated around Berlin and in the area of Lake Neusiedl (Austria), the first is residence of several amateur collectors, the second a favoured touristic site, which could explain why beetles of this species were collected right there. But most other records are not correlated with known factors (climate, phytogeography of food plants, collecting activities, orography etc.) pertaining to the probability that a beetle individual gets collected. Similar facts apply for the other 49 cases. Chrysolina limbata is reported from 24 grid cells, all species of this genus from 476. (See Fig. 14) Figure12. Distribution map of Lilioceris tibialis, based on 36 records for the species and 619 for the genus Lilioceris. 
Proportions of distribution types
The types of geographic distributions we distinguish are represented by remarkably different numbers of species, which is shown in Fig. 15 .
Discussion
A first, and unexpected, result of the present study was that the distribution patterns of those 532 species of which we have more than 10 records in our file are not all different or all similar but can easily be grouped into eleven distinct types (widely distributed, southern, south-eastern, south-western, northern, eastern, south-east quarter, southwest quarter, fragmented, montane, and alpine, plus two less distinct forms: irregular and scattered). As it is normal for patterns in nature, there are cases in which the geographical limits are less sharp than the circumscription of the "types" could suggest. But even in these cases, the frequency maps allow for clear assignment of a species pattern to a distribution type, which means that only few records from the edge of a presumed distribution area lie beyond the defining borders.
A second and also remarkable result is that the eleven rather distinct types correspond to zoogeographic patterns described in literature, e.g. in de Lattin (1967). Since we have so few records from Poland and hardly any from France, we refrain from applying de Lattin's terms which imply a historical zoogeographical interpretation. Our "South-East quarter"-type probably corresponds to de Lattin's term "pannonian", our "South-West quarter"-type possibly corresponds to de Lattin's "atlantomediterranean", but we find the adoption of these interpretations premature, in spite of the suggestive resemblances. The patterns of certain species, however, differ from the descriptions given in regional catalogues as, e.g., Köhler and Klausnitzer (1998) and Mohr (1966) .
Although in numerous cases it is tempting to regard our results as true reflections of real distribution patterns, several caveats must be considered:
(1) As our target area comprises 1291 or at least 1126 grid cells, and we aim at judging on the geographical distribution of 647 species (or ideally 787), it is entirely clear that 63.000 records are definitely too few to allow for justified conclusions. A rough estimate shows that for coverage of 100 records per grid cell and species we would need more than 83 million records. Even if we assume that not all species occur in all grid cells and that less than 100 records would be sufficient, more than 10 million records is a sound estimate for a database meeting all our desires.
(2) Collecting activity of private and professional entomologists is strongly influenced -and was so even more in the past -by political borders and (restricted) freedom to travel. This factor can easily lead to erroneous conclusions on beetle distribution in Central Europe.
(3) An unknown but possibly considerable number of specimens in private and museum collections may be incorrectly determined. This applies more to museum collections than to private ones, since museum curators and collection managers are normally not taxonomic experts of all the taxa they are responsible for. Thus, as many museum specimens come from donations of uncertain taxonomic reliability, or from samples from student projects in the field etc., there are countless causes of mis-identification. These could be detected by the taxonomic specialists in our group in a limited number of cases only. In case of a doubtful record voucher specimens were revised when it was possible. Despite to our effort, a certain degree of uncertainty remains.
(4) There is some arbitrariness in the assignment of a "distribution type". Although we tried to define these types as clear as possible, we had to cope with cases in which all records but one or extremely few fit into one of our types, and in which we decided to ignore these "aberrant" records (as e.g., with Bruchidius varius, see Fig. 9 ). It can, however, well be that a more complete set of records will prove these decisions wrong, as the "aberrant" records might be indications of a wider or differently shaped distribution.
(5) Similar as above, additional records may lead to a distribution type different from the one we assigned. This was already the case when 9656 additional records were entered into the database after one of us (T.R.) had completed his diploma thesis in 2008 ("Historisch-zoogeographische Analyse der rezenten Verbreitung der Blattkäfer (Coleoptera: Chrysomelidae) in Mitteleuropa", Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Bonn, Germany). We found 97 instead of 90 species "widely" distributed, 103 instead of 116 "southern", 52 instead of 51 "south-eastern", 37 instead of 36 "fragmented", 18 instead of 16 "montane", and 53 instead of 52 "scattered".
(6) Data density varies extremely with respect to species and areas, as can be seen from Fig. 1 . Private and museum collections (which are normally composed of several private collections over time) contain specimens according to individual biases and different scientific purposes. One example are the seed beetles which were regarded a separate family, Bruchidae, and consequently ignored by most leaf beetle enthusiasts. Thus, they are notoriously underrepresented in our data. Another aspect is the low motivation of amateur collectors to collect, mount, label and report "common" species. This is the only plausible explanation for the incompleteness of the records for Oulema melanopus/duftschmidi (see Fig. 2 ) and other species which we would expect from all grid cells. But even the extremely dense data yielded by the Oxfordshire Biological Recording Scheme for Oxfordshire show coverage of only about 14 % of all the 2 × 2 km grid cells of the map by records for Oulema melanopus (Campbell 1980) . The 1992 progress report of the "Bruchidae/Chrysomelidae Recording Scheme" for Great Britain was based on 1800 of its 3033 10-km-squares of which only 563 (Cox 1992) or 780 (Cox 2007) listed "Oulema melanopus". This shows that also there a "common" and "widespread" species is by far not recorded from all areas where it is supposedly present.
Remark on taxonomy and nomenclature of Oulema melanopus/duftschmidi/ rufocyanea. Berti (1989) published her decision to split the traditionally accepted species Oulema melanopus (Linnaeus, 1758) into two, based on her investigation of more than 570 specimens labelled Oulema melanopus of the collection of the Muséum National d'Histoire Naturelle (MNHN) at Paris. As she found that the oldest available name for the "new" species is Oulema duftschmidi (Redtenbacher, 1874) and no type specimen could be found, she designated a neotype, kept at MNHN. Cox (1995) Petitpierre (2000) and Warchałowski (2010) , however, listed three similar Oulema-species for the Fauna Iberica or for the Palaearctic region, respectively, O.duftschmidi, O.melanopus, and O.rufocyanea. This could mean that there is a third species which must not bear the name O.rufocyanea as long as this name has to be applied to the species named O.duftschmidi by Berti. As there are three specimens of the Oulema-melanopus-complex (one from Spain, two from WestGermany) in Dieter Siede's collection (Retterath, Germany) with male genitalia corresponding to neither alternative depicted in Berti (1989) , we leave the question open as to the number of species in the Oulema-melanopus-complex and which have to be the correct names for them.
For the purpose of the present paper the only relevant aspect of the records labelled "Oulema melanopus" is the fact that one would expect to find this "species" in literally all grid cells if our database were as complete as it should be. Despite these limitations, of which most have been discussed by Geiser (2001b Geiser ( , 2005 already, a great proportion of our results is in line with those found in related scientific literature. However, we must keep in mind that "literature data" arose from collecting activities of individual entomologists and are thus prone to be influenced by the same factors as our data. Other findings, however, may provide more relevant corroborations of our results. The available distribution maps of host plants (Bundesamt für Naturschutz) in Germany are in accordance with the geographical distribution of their guests produced from our data. It turns out that no leaf beetle record is present in a grid cell in Germany in which its food plant is not present. The distribution of certain specialists coincide exactly with the occurrence of their food plant, e. g. the flea beetle Psylliodes marcida (Illiger, 1807) and its food plant Cakile maritima Scopoli, 1772. Especially interesting is a gap of ca. 300 km in the distribution of Artemisia campestris Linnaeus, 1753, the food plant of Galeruca interrupta Illiger, 1802. The distribution of records of this beetle species shows exactly such a gap in the same area as the gap in its food plant. It is also worth mentioning that just those species turned out to occur in montane areas or in the alpine regions, respectively, that are characterised as restricted to these areas by countless experienced field entomologists.
The fact that so many species (34.8 %) are distributed in the southern part of our study area (Fig. 15) is congruent with the general decline in species richness from South(-West) to North(-East)and, as, e.g., demonstrated by the zoogeographic data reported in De Lattin (1967, pp. 420ff.) for Rhopalocera in Palatia and other Lepidoptera in the Western Palaearctic. Here, more than 50 % of the species are assigned to a southern (Mediterranean) type of geographical distribution. Silfverberg (1985) mentioned a parallel decline in Finland, which is evident from the 76 grid maps he published in 1987 on species of the subfamilies Donaciinae, Criocerinae, Orsodacninae, Synetinae, Zeugophorinae, Clytrinae and Cryptocephalinae.
The distribution data of most species fit remarkably well to the faunistic literature. For some cases, however, we have no plausible explanation at hand, other cases differ from published statements. Köhler and Klausnitzer (1998) Mohr (1966) , we found Altica brevicollis Foudras, 1816 also from northern parts of Germany, Crioceris quatuordecimpunctata (Scopoli, 1763) also from SchleswigHolstein and Hessia, Cryptocephalus nitidus (Linnaeus, 1758) also in Northern Italy and Slovenia, and Dibolia depressiuscula Letzner, 1847 -which is said to occur in whole Central Europe -only south-west of a line from Bonn to Frankfurt an der Oder. Since we do not expect a bias in the selectivity of the collectors of our data especially in these conflicting cases, we are confident that they do not represent "noise" but provide a rewarding basis for future research.
As stated above, more data are needed. However, except for few special cases, no additional collecting in the field is necessary. Our experience in the course of the present study is that private and museum collections harbour enough data to backfill our database up to the intended amount. Thus, we are confident that we can retrieve this buried treasure of knowledge with joint effort.
